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REPORT SUMMARY  

The Department of Energyôs (DOE) Weatherization Assistance Program (WAP) has supported energy 

efficiency improvements to the homes of low-income households in the United States since 1976. The 

program provides grants, guidance, and other support to grantees: weatherization programs administered 

by each of the 50 states, the District of Columbia and some Native American tribes. Although there have 

been studies of some grantee-administered weatherization programs, the overall effectiveness of the 

national weatherization program has not been formally evaluated since Program Year 1989. Since that 

time, the program has evolved significantly, with an increased focus on baseload electric usage, continued 

evolution of diagnostic tools, new guidelines and best practices for heating-related measures, and 

adjustments in program rules. More recently, the program has also adjusted to large, temporary funding 

increases and changes in federal rules spurred by the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA). 

Because the WAP of today is dramatically different from the one evaluated in 1989, DOE determined to 

undertake a new comprehensive evaluation of the national program. This new national evaluation is 

managed by Oak Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL). Under a competitive solicitation process, ORNL 

selected APPRISE, Inc., Blasnik & Associates, Dalhoff Associates and the Energy Center of Wisconsin 

(ECW) to conduct the evaluation. The national evaluation comprises two independent evaluations. The 

first evaluationðof which this report is a partðfocuses on Program Year 2008 (PY08). The second 

evaluation focuses on the ARRA-funded years of 2009 through 2011. 

This report, together with its companionðthe Eligible Population Studyðaddresses specific program 

characterization goals established for the greater evaluation. ECW led grantee and subgrantee data 

collection efforts, administering surveys to 51 grantees and 851 of the approximately 900 subgrantees that 

were slated to receive DOE weatherization funds in PY08. In all, seven different data collection 

instruments were used to gather the needed dataðtwo instruments for grantees and five for subgrantees. 

See Table 1.1 for a list of these survey instruments. These surveys were used to determine, among other 

things: 

¶ Structure and funding of weatherization programs 

¶ Training and staff development of service providers 

¶ How weatherization services are delivered 

¶ Clients served 

Results 

The national WAP is delivered through a varied network of state offices (grantees) that run statewide 

weatherization programs and local agencies (subgrantees) that weatherize homes of eligible program 

clients. DOE provides a substantial amount of funding to grantees for their respective statewide programs, 

as well as program guidance and rules governing the use of these funds.  

Funding 

In PY08, DOE made available $227.2 million in program grants to 51 grantees (all 50 states plus the 

District of Columbia) for their use in administering their respective statewide programs. In turn, the 

grantees distributed funding to a network of approximately 900 subgrantees. In PY08, grantees allocated 

an average of $240,000 in DOE funds to subgrantees.  

While DOE funding is an important source of funding for low-income weatherization, it is not the only 

source. Grantees and subgrantees use a mixture of funding sources to pay for weatherization program 

activities. Grantees, particularly those with larger programs, reported that leveraging DOE funds was 

important to their program funding. For 21 of the grantees, leveraged funds accounted for half or more of 

their total program funding. Altogether, grantees received nearly $720 million to support their 
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weatherization programs in PY08. Of that amount, grantee weatherization offices spent about $42 million 

on their activities and passed along $677 million to subgrantees for their work.  Fig. 2.6 illustrates the 

aggregated national funding scenario as reported to us by the grantees and subgrantees. 

Structure and staff development 

As described above, a varied network of organizations deliver the Weatherization Assistance Program. At 

the grantee level, the program resides within state government, often in a state department of social 

services or housing. On average, grantees have eight full-time equivalent (FTE) positions for a total of 

about 400 state-level staff administering the 51 weatherization programs in the states and the District of 

Columbia.   

Subgrantees tend to be locally-based nonprofit organizations, although some are county or local 

government agencies. Some subgrantees focus only on weatherization while others provide a variety of 

social services. 

The Weatherization Assistance Program focuses substantial attention on training and staff development at 

both the federal and state levels. Nine percent of DOE funds spent in PY08 plus another three percent in 

non-DOE funds were allocated to training and technical assistance. Based on self-reports from grantees 

and subgrantees, staff are well trained in the areas in which they require particular knowledge to perform 

their jobs. 

How services are provided 

The full weatherization process involves a multi-step sequence that comprises client intake, home audit, 

weatherization (installation of measures), client education and post-weatherization inspection. To 

understand the relative effort expended on these various activities at the local level, we broke them out by 

spending category. In PY08, subgrantees spent approximately 70 percent of their weatherization funds on 

the installation of measures, 12 percent on program management, 10 percent on health and safety 

measures, 7 percent on audits and inspections, and 1 percent on training and technical assistance. 

The home audit is the first step in identifying the measures that provide cost-effective energy efficiency 

improvements and that address health and safety concerns. Subgrantees use some fairly sophisticated 

tools to identify heat loss, system efficiency, and other sources of energy waste.  

Most subgrantees perform a range of procedures to test air infiltration and the safety and performance of 

space and water heating systems. These diagnostic procedures include (among others): 

¶ Blower door (used by 99% of subgrantees)  

¶ Flue gas analysis (used by 83% of subgrantees) 

¶ Draft/spillage (used by 77% of subgrantees) 

¶ Duct pressure pan measurements (used by 59% of subgrantees) 

¶ CO testing (done by a majority of subgrantees in some form) 

 

Subgrantees use the diagnostic results to select the measures to be installed or implemented on the home 

being weatherized. Tools used to select these measures include: 

¶ a priority list (used by 52% of subgrantees)  

¶ a calculation procedure (used by 33% of subgrantees) 

¶ combination of a priority list and a calculation procedure (used by 12% of subgrantees) 
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Subgrantees using a calculation procedure as their primary decision-making tool overwhelmingly used 

Weatherization Assistant (53% of subgrantees). 

Clients served 

WAP serves low-income families. In PY08 DOE rules allowed households at or below 150 percent of the 

federal poverty level or 60 percent of the stateôs median income to qualify for weatherization assistance. 

Additionally, some particularly vulnerable groups receive priority at the federal or grantee level. Clients 

that receive special priority ï either nationally or regionally ï include households with elderly members, 

disabled residents, or children. Clients with high energy expenditures or burdens also receive special 

consideration.  

A snapshot of PY08 WAP clients shows that: 

¶ Approximately three-fourths own the home in which they live (primarily site-built single-family 

home or mobile home) 

¶ Approximately one-third can be classified as either high energy users or as having a high energy 

burden (for those clients in states with a defined threshold for high energy users or high energy 

burden)  

¶ Nearly half (45 percent) of the households have elderly residents, 38 percent have a resident with 

a qualifying disability and 30 percent have children living at home 

¶ Approximately half of the households with children are single-parent households 

¶ Approximately half identify themselves as white, 16 percent as black, 5 percent as Hispanic and 

less than 4 percent as American Indian/Alaskan Native, Asian or Native Hawaiian/Pacific 

Islander (for the three-fourths of PY08 clients for which racial identity data are available) 

Production 

In PY08 WAP subgrantees responding to our data request weatherized: 

¶ 54,121 single-family units (site-built) 

¶ 5,920 small multifamily (2-4) units 

¶ 11,058 large multifamily (5+) units 

¶ 14,998 mobile homes 

 

Nationally, subgrantees spent on average $3,500 per unit across building types. Of this spending, just less 

than $2,000 came from DOE funds. 

Most homes weatherized during PY08 received at least one pressure diagnostic (83 percent), such as a 

blower door test, zonal pressure analysis or duct pressure measurements, among others. Similarly, most 

homes received diagnostic measurements or inspection pertaining to the water-heating system and/or 

space-heating system (82 percent, each). 

Energy-saving measures constitute 63 percent of all installations among single-family homes and 61 

percent among mobile homes. On average, energy-saving measures make up the largest portion (67 

percent) of total measure installations among homes in multifamily buildings.  

Finally, weatherization programs across the country tend to install some common measures fairly 

universally. Nearly all PY08 weatherized homes (91 percent) received some form of air sealing.  The next 

most common types of improvements were insulation (75 percent) and óother baseload applicationsô such 

as lighting, refrigerators, and other energy-consuming equipment that is not part of the Heating, 

Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC) system (69 percent). 
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1. INTRODUCTION  

This report is part of a national evaluation of the Weatherization Assistance Program (WAP) being 

managed by Oak Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL) on behalf of the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE). 

The pages that follow describe the nationwide WAP network and weatherization activities during 

Program Year 2008 (PY08).1 Other reports being issued as part of the national evaluation will address 

indoor air quality in weatherized homes; energy savings and non-energy benefits attributable to 

weatherization activities in electrically and natural gas-heated homes, dwellings heated with delivered 

fuels, and multifamily buildings heated with fuel oil; a process evaluation; and a series of case studies. In 

addition, a population eligibility report complements this characterization report by describing the broader 

population context in which the weatherization program operates. 

1.1 BACKGROUND 

DOEôs WAP has supported energy efficiency improvements to the homes of low-income households in 

the United States since 1976. The program provides grants, guidance, and other support to grantees: 

weatherization programs administered by each of the 50 states, the District of Columbia and some Native 

American tribes.
2
 (For the sake of convenienceðand because the District of Columbia functions much 

like a state programðwe will refer to 51 grantees in this report.) The grantees, in turn, oversee a network 

of local weatherization agencies (subgrantees): community action agencies, nonprofit organizations, and 

local government agencies that are eligible to receive weatherization funding from DOE. These 

weatherization agencies qualify eligible households, assess their homesô energy efficiency opportunities, 

install energy-saving measures, and inspect the work. The work performed includes air sealing, insulation 

upgrades, furnace replacements, and other dwelling-specific measures found to be cost-effective, as well 

as home improvements needed to ensure the health and safety of household occupants. The work is done 

at no cost to the eligible participants.  The Weatherization Assistance Program Technical Assistance 

Center (WAPTAC) reports that over 6.7 million households have been served through this program since 

its inception.3 

In PY08, DOE made available $227.2 million4 in program grants to all 51 grantees for their use in 

administering their respective statewide programs. In turn, the grantees distributed funding to a network 

of approximately 900 subgrantees. These funds were used to weatherize nearly 98,000 units5 that year. In 

addition, as reported below, many grantees and subgrantees supplemented the DOE funds with other 

funding sources for use on both the housing units weatherized as part of the DOE program and for 

weatherization that is performed outside the program. 

 

                                                      
1
 References to program years in this report are consistent with definitions used by DOE, which names program 

years according to the year in which the funding period begins. Some states name program years according to the 

year in which the funding period ends. DOEôs Program Year 2008 is referred to as Program Year 2009 in those 

states. 
2
 The program also provides funding for weatherization in some U.S. territories and to two Native American tribal 

governments. The territories are not included in our analysis. Two Native American tribes appear to have functioned 

as both grantees and subgrantees. They had a direct funding relationship with DOE, but did local weatherization 

work. We classified them as subgrantees for the purposes of our analysis. 
3
 Reported at the following url on April 11, 2012: 

www.waptac.org/data/files/website_docs/public_information/combined%20know%20the%20facts_talking%20point

s.pdf. 
4
 As reported in Weatherization Program Notice (WPN) 08-2 

5
 Our exact control total was 97,965 units, as reported by grantees to DOE and tracked in the departmentôs 

WinSAGA system. 
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Although there have been studies of some grantee-administered weatherization programs, the overall 

effectiveness of the national weatherization program has not been formally evaluated since Program Year 

1989. The program has evolved significantly since the last national evaluation was conducted, with an 

increased focus on baseload electric usage, continued evolution of diagnostic tools, new guidelines and 

best practices for heating-related measures, and adjustments in program rules. More recently, the program 

has also adjusted to large, temporary funding increases and changes in federal rules spurred by the 

American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA). 

Consequently, ORNL is managing two independent evaluations of the national weatherization program 

on behalf of DOE. The first evaluationðof which this report is a partðfocuses on PY08, which was the 

last year before substantial ARRA funding became available to the national weatherization network. The 

second evaluation focuses on the ARRA-funded years of 2009 through 2011. 

1.2 PURPOSE OF THE EVALUATION  

The purposes of the overall evaluationðand the collection of reports stemming from this workðare to 

(1) provide a comprehensive review of program performance, (2) enable DOE to make any necessary 

improvements and guide the direction of the program into the next decade, and (3) provide information of 

interest to potential funders in order to support leveraging activities. With a subsequent evaluation of the 

ARRA-era weatherization program to follow, this evaluation effort also provides a baseline against which 

ARRA results can be compared. 

This report, together with its companionðthe Eligible Population Studyðaddresses specific program 

characterization goals established for the greater evaluation. These goals are to characterize the following 

elements of the weatherization program: 

 

¶ Low-income population eligible for and in need of the program 

¶ Segment of the eligible population served by the program, 

¶ Housing units and clients served by the program 

¶ Weatherization and other services performed by the program 

¶ Program expenditures and funding sources 

1.3 METHODOL OGY 

ORNL solicited input from the weatherization community in developing the evaluation plan and survey 

instruments. Forty-one people served on the Network Planning Committee which was comprised of 

representatives from grantees, subgrantees, DOE headquarters and regional offices, training centers and 

advocacy organizations. Input from the Network Planning Committee informed the goals and research 

priorities of the evaluation. Members provided feedback on draft survey instruments. The Office of 

Management and Budget (OMB) also reviewed the evaluation plan and survey instruments and solicited 

feedback during a public comment period publicized in the Federal Register. 

ORNL used a competitive solicitation to select a team of independent energy program evaluators to 

conduct the evaluation: APPRISE, Inc., Blasnik & Associates, Dalhoff Associates and the Energy Center 

of Wisconsin. The Energy Center led grantee and subgrantee data collection efforts, administering the 

surveys that collected the data used in this program characterization report.  

This characterization report is based on self-reports by all 51 grantees and 851 of the 904 subgrantees that 

were slated to receive DOE weatherization funds in PY08. The evaluation team used seven different data 

collection instruments to gather the needed dataðtwo instruments for grantees and five for subgrantees. 

We asked all 51 grantees to complete two state-level instruments and all 904 subgrantees to complete two 
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agency-level instruments. We concentrated the bulk of the subgrantee data collection effort on a 

representative sample of 400 PY08 agencies, which were asked to complete three additional instruments.  

Table 1.1 lists the survey instruments and data forms6 used and the types of respondents to which each 

instrument pertained. The instruments are attached as Appendices A through H. 

Table 1.1: Instruments used in grantee and subgrantee data collection 

Instrument name Label 
State 

programs 

Sampled local 

agencies 

Non-sampled 

local agencies 

All States Agencies Information Survey DF1 X   

All Agencies Overview Data Form DF10  X X 

All States Program Information Survey S1 X   

All Agencies Program Information Survey S2  X X 

Sampled Agencies Detailed Program Information Survey S3  X  

Sampled Agencies Electric and Gas Bills Information Data 

Form 

DF4 a/b  X  

Housing Unit & Building Information Surveys DF2/3  X  

 

ORNL sampled 400 subgrantees from a list of 904 agencies that were slated to receive DOE funds in 

PY08. ORNL stratified the sample by state and allocated the subgrantee sample to states in proportion to 

the PY08 planned allocation of WAP funds, with a minimum of one subgrantee sampled per state. 

Subgrantees were sampled within state (without replacement) with probability proportional to size, where 

the measure of size was the PY08 planned WAP allocation, with minimum and maximum measures of 

size of $10,000 and $450,000, respectively. Two very large subgrantees were sampled with certainty. 

The evaluation team used a case manager approach to collect data from grantees and subgrantees. A team 

of five case managers and two outreach coordinators managed evaluation-related communications and 

data requests for grantees and subgrantees. Each case manager was assigned a portfolio of states and 

served as the designated point of contact for the grantee and subgrantees in the state. The case managers 

worked with their assigned grantees and subgrantees to facilitate and overcome barriers to their 

participation in the evaluation. 

The data collection effort began with the DF1 survey for grantees in May 2010. Survey data collection for 

grantees continued through February 2011. Survey data collection for subgrantees began in June 2010 and 

was finished for nonsampled subgrantees in early December. Survey data collection for sampled 

subgrantees continued through July 2011.  

The evaluation team made surveys available in multiple modes to allow flexibility for respondents. All 

surveys except DF4 were available in a secure online system developed and administered by the 

Dieringer Research Group, Inc. Survey instruments were also made available in Microsoft Word or PDF 

format. Survey responses were accepted via email, mail, fax and over the phone. The DF4 survey for 

sampled subgrantees was administered in Microsoft Excel, with files transferred over a secure file-sharing 

website to protect personal information about WAP participants. 

In addition, to alleviate some of the response burden for sampled subgrantees, we partially precompleted 

the data forms that requested unit-level data (DF4 and DF2/3) wherever this was feasible using 

                                                      
6
 Survey instruments (marked with an óSô in their shortened names) addressed quantitative and qualitative 

information about program operations and administration at an aggregate level; data forms (marked with a óDFô) 

collected detailed information about specific weatherized units or subgrantees. 
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information from state-level databases. In all, we migrated some data for sampled subgrantees in 18 

states. 

Overall participation rates ranged from 97 percent for subgrantees to 100 percent for grantees. All 

grantees completed two data requests, giving us a 100 percent response rate at the state level. Of the 904 

subgrantees that appeared slated to receive DOE funds in PY08, 877 actually received an allocation to 

weatherize units and were still part of the weatherization network by the time data collection began in the 

spring of 2010. Of these 877 subgrantees, 852 completed at least one instrument for a participation rate of 

97 percent. Similarly, among the sampled subgrantees, 396 of the 400 agencies identified in the sample 

actually received an allocation to weatherize units and were still part of the weatherization network when 

we attempted to contact them. Three hundred eighty-four of the sampled subgrantees completed at least 

one instrument. However, it should be noted that not every participating subgrantee completed every 

survey or data request, and respondents did not always answer all of the applicable questions, so response 

rates to individual questions are somewhat lower. 

Table 1.2 lists instrument-by-instrument response rates. 

Table 1.2:Response rates by instrument 

Instrument name Label Response Rate 

All States Agencies Information Survey DF1 100% 

All States Program Information Survey S1 100% 

All Agencies Overview Data Form DF10 97% 

All Agencies Program Information Survey S2 93% 

Sampled Agencies Detailed Program Information Survey S3 90% 

Sampled Agencies Electric and Gas Bills Information Data Form DF4 a/b 93% 

Housing Unit & Building Information Surveys DF2/3 94% 

 

1.4 DATA  LIMITATIONS  

The data presented in this report are based almost exclusively on self-reports by grantees and subgrantees. 

While we believe that respondents answered the questions we posed in good faith, several factors impinge 

on the reliability and validity of the data we received. These factors include: 

¶ Loss of institutional memory: Several respondents indicated that no one currently associated 

with their weatherization program was part of the organization during the program year addressed 

by this study. 

¶ Respondent fatigue: Several of the instruments were lengthy, requiring several days of 

respondent time to complete at a time that many agencies were being audited, included in other 

studies, or otherwise being asked to respond to various inquiries while working toward aggressive 

production goals. This combination of circumstances may have limited the amount of attention 

respondents paid to any one question. 

¶ Inconsistent interpretation of question meaning: Some questions could be interpreted in 

multiple ways. While we provided mouse-over guidance for some of the questions and clarified 

questions whenever asked, we suspect that respondents may have interpreted some questions in 

different ways than intended without seeking clarification from us. 

¶ Recordkeeping: Some respondents keep recordsðespecially financial recordsðin ways that do 

not lend themselves to answering specific questions in our instruments. In particular, we heard 

from financial staff that they do not track data in a way that maps easily to the financial matrices 

we included in two of the surveys. 
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Two areas of particular challenge included financial data and unit counts. 

1.4.1 Financial data 

We included financial questions on several instruments and asked for funding information to be broken 

out in a matrix that did not always match the way grantees and subgrantees keep their records. The data 

we received generally matched what we would expect based on other published data, such as the National 

Association for State Community Services Program (NASCSP) annual funding survey and initial DOE 

allocations contained in the departmentôs WinSAGA database. However, there were substantial 

inconsistencies in detailed numbersðboth within responses from individual grantees or subgrantees and 

across respondents (grantee reports compared to the sum of subgrantee reports)ðand some 

inconsistencies between aggregate amounts reported to us and published funding reports available 

elsewhere.  

We followed up with selected grantees to understand the reasons for these apparent discrepancies and to 

correct obvious reporting errors. These follow-ups suggest that discrepancies among reported financial 

values were due to multiple factors, including: 

¶ Adjustments to funding distribution and timing of expenditures after states submitted data to the 

NASCSP funding survey (one of the external data sources we used as a cross-check). 

¶ Inconsistencies in whether funds related to weatherization, such as emergency furnace repair and 

replacement, were included as weatherization funding. 

¶ Inconsistencies in whether funds coordinated by a grantee but disseminated directly from utilities 

to subgrantees are counted in state totals. 

¶ Errors in funding amounts reported to us. 

¶ Uses of funds in ways that do not have a clear home in the reporting structure we defined. 

¶ Uncertainty by some subgrantees about the mix of funding sources that make up the allocations 

they receive from their grantee. 

 

We corrected obvious errors at the direction of grantees, replaced some subgrantee reports with grantee-

provided values, and used funding allocations in place of missing values for non-responding subgrantees. 

Nevertheless, reconciling all differences would have gone beyond the scope of our effort and 

respondentsô abilities to answer questions. As a result, readers should keep in mind that financial data 

reported here may not match other data sources. 

Unless otherwise noted, this report presents the funding amounts reported to us by grantees and 

subgrantees. A few aggregate values were drawn from other sources, such as initial DOE allocations, in 

order to anchor our discussion of the overall program size to official funding amounts. In those cases, we 

identified the external source of those data. 

1.4.2 Unit counts 

We found similar apparent discrepancies with reported numbers of housing units weatherized under the 

DOE program. Depending on their funding sources, local agencies can weatherize homes as part of the 

national WAP program or outside the confines of the program. We sought to obtain unit counts by 

housing type for both DOE and non-DOE projects. 

For some grantees and subgrantees, we obtained different unit counts for PY08 from the departmentôs 

WinSAGA database, state-maintained databases of weatherization projects, and completed units reported 

by subgrantees on two different instruments. It appears that there is some ambiguity about which projects 

should be reported as DOE units and differences in how grantees allocate total units to the WAP program. 
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Furthermore, subgrantees do not consistently know which, or how many, of their projects the grantee 

reported as DOE units to the department. 

As with financial data, unless otherwise noted, the results presented in this report draw from the responses 

we received from grantees and subgrantees plus whatever data we were able to extract from statewide 

databases provided to us by some grantees. These data may not match official department production 

numbers. 

A few aggregate values were drawn from other sources, such as official DOE totals from the WinSAGA 

database, in order to anchor our discussion to official measures of overall program activity. In those cases, 

we identified the external source of those data. 

1.5 READING THIS RE PORT 

We hope the readers will find this report straightforward to read. The following information may be 

helpful to those readers wishing to understand what is behind the data more fully. 

1.5.1 Subgrantee data 

Subgrantee data presented in this report draw from some questionnaires completed by the full set of 

respondents and others completed only by sampled subgrantees. Sampled subgrantee data are weighted to 

represent the full population of subgrantees in PY08. Because our response rates were high, we did not 

correct for non-response. 

Table 1.3 displays approximate error margins due to sampling uncertainties for agency-level data drawn 

from the Sampled Agencies Detailed Program Survey; tables and figures to which these sampling errors 

apply are marked with a 
+
 in the table or figure title. Table 1.4 displays error margins for housing-unit 

data drawn from the Housing Unit and Building Information Surveys; tables and figures to which these 

sampling errors apply are marked with a 
++

 in the table or figure title. These error margins are at a 90 

percent confidence level. Margins of error are highest for the hot climate zones because the number of 

sampled and responding agencies from those areas was lower than for the cooler climate regions. There is 

no sampling uncertainty for grantee-level data or subgrantee data taken from the ñall agenciesò survey 

and data form. 
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Table 1.3:Sampling uncertainties for agency-level data from sampled subgrantees 

Agency Group Approximate margin of 

error  

Overall +/- 6% 

By program size 

small +/- 21% 

medium +/- 11% 

large +/- 7% 

By climate region 

very cold +/- 9% 

cold +/- 7% 

moderate +/- 16% 

hot-humid +/- 20% 

hot-dry +/- 26% 

 

Table 1.4:Sampling uncertainties for housing-unit data from sampled subgrantees 

Agency Group Approximate margin of 

error
7
 

Overall +/- 1 to 4% 

By program size 

small +/- 4 to 12% 

medium +/- 1 to 6% 

large +/- 2 to 7% 

By climate region 

very cold +/- 1 to 8% 

cold +/- 1 to 5% 

moderate +/- 3 to 8% 

hot-humid +/- 6 to 16% 

hot-dry +/- 13 to 29% 

 

 

1.5.2 Comparisons by program size and climate region 

Throughout the report, we compare relevant responses from grantees and subgrantees representing 

different climate regions and differently sized programs. 

                                                      
7
 Margins of error are shown as ranges because they will differ depending on the degree to which there is variance 

between subgrantees and between weatherized units within subgrantees. 
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Fig. 1.1 illustrates the way we defined five climate regions, which are based in large part on the climate 

zones recognized by DOEôs Building America program except that states are uniquely assigned to a 

single zone. Each state was assigned to a climate region based on estimates of the heating and cooling 

degree days for the major population centers. 8 Among temperate climates, there is also a distinction 

between humid and dry regions. We did not subdivide states with varied climates within their borders 

because WAP policies and procedures are implemented at the state-level and because an important part of 

our data collection was state-based. 

Climate-based comparisons of weatherization programs allow readers to see differences in policies and 

procedures among parts of the country that are heavily heating or cooling-dominated and those that fall 

in-between. Similarly, size-based comparisons show differences between larger and smaller programs.  

 

Fig. 1.1:Climate regions as used in this report 

 

We divided grantees and subgrantees by weatherization program size. We defined grantees into quartiles 

of total reported weatherization funding from all sources for PY08. In this report, we will refer to the 

grantees that fell into the quartile with the greatest funding as large, those in the quartile with the least 

funding as small, and those in between as medium-sized. We followed the same approach for subgrantees. 

Table 1.5 shows the funding ranges for each of these groupings. 

                                                      
8
 This resulted in some allocations of states to climate regions that may seem counterintuitive.  For example, while 

most of Nevada is quite cold, the main population center of Las Vegas has only 2276 heating degree days.  By 

comparison, one might think of New Mexico as warmer, but the main population center of Albuquerque has 4281 

heating degree days. 
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Table 1.5 Funding ranges for grantees and subgrantees by program size 

Program size % of agencies 
Grantees Subgrantees 

lower limit  upper limit  lower limit  upper limit  

small 25% $0 $4,237,100 $0 $271,533 

medium 50% $4,237,101 $15,526,000 $271,534 $939,782 

large 25% $15,526,001 no limit $939,783 no limit 
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2. HOW ARE WEATHERIZATI ON AGENCIES STRUCTURED AND FUNDED TO DO 

THEIR WORK?  

Low-income weatherization consists of a varied network of state offices (grantees) that run statewide 

weatherization programs and local agencies (subgrantees) that weatherize homes of eligible program 

clients. DOE provides a substantial amount of funding to state offices for their respective statewide 

programs, as well as program guidance and rules that govern the use of the DOE funds. Fig. 2.1 illustrates 

this three-layer structure. Many grantees and subgrantees also obtain and use other funding sources for 

weatherization work, some of which is used alongside DOE funds on the same homes and some of which 

funds a unique set of homes for projects that need not adhere to the rules of the DOE program. This 

chapter describes this network of weatherization-related organizations. For convenience, we will refer to 

the 50 states and the District of Columbia as the 51 state weatherization programs. 

 

Fig. 2.1:WAP program hierarchy  

 

2.1 STATE PROGRAMS  

State programs consist of state administrative and technical staff (grantees) and an in-state network of 

local weatherization agencies (subgrantees). The state offices are all part of state government, but housed 

in a variety of departments. They oversee and administer the weatherization program within their 

jurisdiction. 

Each granteeôs network of subgrantees coordinates and completes weatherization of eligible clientsô 

homes at the local level. The typical grantee subcontracted with about 17 local agencies in PY08 and 

allocated an average of $240,000 in DOE funds to subgrantees. (See below for a more thorough 

discussion of funding allocations and non-DOE funding sources.) However, the number of subgrantees 

and funding allocations varied substantially, ranging from two to 64 subgrantees per state and $6,000 to 

$6,000,000 per local agency. 

Interestingly, grantees in colder climates use a smaller network of local agencies and allocate more DOE 

funds per agency than those in warmer climates. Table 2.1 shows the mean number of subgrantees and 

DOE allocation per agency in PY08 by climate region. 

 



 

12 

 

Table 2.1: Mean network size and funding per subgrantee by climate region 

Climate region 
Mean number of 

subgrantees per state 

Mean DOE allocation per 

subgrantee 

very cold 12 $320,000 

cold 23 $290,000 

moderate 16 $200,000 

hot-humid 17 $160,000 

hot-dry 18 $130,000 

all combined 17 $240,000 

 

Larger grantees (those with more total weatherization funding from all sources) tend to distribute their 

DOE funds across larger networks of subgrantees, but keep the average allocations per agency at 

relatively similar levels as smaller grantees. Table 2.2 shows the mean number of subgrantees and DOE 

allocations per subgrantee by program size. 

Table 2.2: Mean network size and funding per subgrantee by program size 

State Program 

Size 
Mean # of subgrantees 

Mean DOE allocation per 

subgrantee 

Small 8 $240,000 

Medium 16 $220,000 

Large 32 $330,000 

 

2.1.1 Organizational structures 

At the grantee level, the weatherization program is often administered by a state department of social 

services or housing. Thirty-three of these state program offices also administer the Low Income Home 

Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP), which provides payments to eligible householdsô energy 

providers to offset some of their energy costs and can fund some weatherization activities as well.
9
 While 

weatherization and energy assistance are the largest low income energy programs in most states, the 

offices that administer the weatherization program also run other programs, including: 

¶ Community Service Block Grants (10 states) 

¶ HOME Investment Partnerships Program (9 states) 

¶ Community Development Block Grants (5 states) 

¶ Emergency Shelter Grant Program (5 states) 

¶ (Unspecified) tax credits (5 states) 

¶ Public housing (4 states)  

¶ Weatherization Plus / Rehabilitation Program (4 states) 

The placement of the weatherization program within the hierarchy of the stateôs executive branch varies 

widely. In nearly half of the states (47%), the program is only one or two layers removed from the 

governorôs office, which we categorized as close proximity to political decision-making. In most of the 

remaining states (another 47%), the weatherization program is located between three and five layers away 

from the governorôs office. We labeled these as being a medium distance removed from political 

                                                      
9
 The other 17 states administer LIHEAP through a different agency than the one responsible for WAP 

administration. 
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decision-making. The remaining few states have weatherization programs that are located even further 

away from the governorôs officeðsix layers or more. 

 

There is no clear pattern for how proximity to the governorôs office varies with program size. As shown 

in Fig. 2.2, more of the medium-sized programs were placed close to the governorôs office in PY08, while 

small and large programs tended to be further removed. 

 

Fig. 2.2:WAP office proximity to governor's office (by program size) 

The coldest climate states tend to place their weatherization programs further from the governorôs office 

while the warmer states maintain fewer layers between the weatherization program and the governorôs 

office. As Table 2.3  illustrates, only 30 percent of very cold climate states had their weatherization 

offices placed one or two layers from the governorôs office in PY08, while the other climate regions had 

between 43 and 67 percent of their weatherization offices within one or two layers from the governorôs 

office. 
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Fig. 2.3:WAP office proximity to governor's office (by climate region) 

Weatherization offices are run by the granteeôs weatherization director. In a majority of states (82%), the 

weatherization directors were civil servants in PY08 with political appointees accounting for the 

remainder (18%). Political appointees were slightly more common among small programs, where 25 

percent of weatherization directors were political appointees. No grantee programs were run by elected 

officials. 

 

The average (mean) tenure of the weatherization directors active in PY08 was eight years, but their 

experience in that position ranged from less than a year to 30 years. Thirty-six percent had been in that 

position for more than 10 years. 

 

Generally, there was moderate turnover in weatherization program leadership during the ten years prior to 

PY08. The majority of grantees (57%) were directed by two or three individuals during that ten-year 

period. Thirty-three percent of grantees had low turnover, maintaining the same weatherization director 

for the entire decade, and ten percent experienced high turnover, having been directed by four or more 

individuals during that time. 

 

Turnover was somewhat greater among small programs than larger ones, as shown in Fig. 2.4, and 

sporadic differences by climate region, as shown in Fig. 2.5. 
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Fig. 2.4:Turnover in weatherization director position during 1999-2008 (by program size)  

 

Fig. 2.5:Turnover in weatherization director position during 1999-2008 (by climate region) 

2.1.2 Staffing and responsibilities 

On average, grantees have eight full-time equivalent (FTE) positions for a total of about 400 state-level 

staff10 administering the 51 weatherization programs in the states and the District of Columbia. These 

positions serve several supporting functions needed to run the statewide programs. As one would expect 

                                                      
10

 These 400 full-time equivalent positions are distributed among approximately 500 individuals. 
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with any program, there is some management and administrationðusually two to three positionsðto 

handle program and staff oversight, grant management, program reports to DOE, and accountability to the 

state agency within which the program is housed. 

Most of the remaining positions at the grantee level are designed to ensure effective implementation of 

weatherization by the subgrantees. One of these functionsðagency monitoringðtracks subgrantee 

performance and thereby provides a quality assurance function. Staffing levels for agency monitoring 

tends to vary with program size, ranging from one or two people in small programs to four or more in 

large programs. The other supporting functionðtraining and technical assistanceðprovides direct and 

indirect assistance to subgrantees on technical matters related to weatherization. This function comprises 

another one to six positions, depending on program size, but can be as high as 14 positions.  

Table 2.3 below summarizes grantee staffing by function and program size. Not surprisingly, the average 

number of FTE staff increases with increasing program size across each support function except for the 

ñotherò category. Small programs reported a large number of staff in the ñotherò category, perhaps 

because staff from small programs perform multiple support functions. 

Table 2.3: Grantee support functions in Program Year 2008ðin FTE staff 

Support function 

Grantees with small* 

programs 

(pop = 12) 

Grantees with mid-sized* 

programs 

(pop = 26) 

Grantees with large* 

programs 

(pop = 12) 

Management & 

administration 

Mean: 1.89 

Range: .25 to 5 FTE 

n=7 

Mean: 2.43 

Range: .5 to 12 FTE 

n=23 

Mean: 3.56 

Range: 1 to 7 FTE 

n=10 

Agency monitoring Mean: 1.35 

Range: .1 to 5 FTE 

n=6 

Mean: 2.58 

Range: .1 to 18 FTE 

n=21 

Mean: 4.30 

Range: .5 to 7 FTE 

n=10 

Training & technical 

assistance 

Mean: 1.00 

Range: .5 to 2 FTE 

n=5 

Mean: 1.55 

Range: .3 to 6 FTE 

n=19 

Mean: 5.74 

Range: .5 to 14 FTE 

n=10 

Other Mean: 4.00 

Range: 4 to 4 FTE 

n=1 

Mean: 0.49 

Range: 0 to 1 FTE 

n=7 

Mean: 2.5 

Range: 0 to 6.8 FTE 

n=4 

 

2.1.3 Funding and production 

The Weatherization Assistance Program provides an important source of funding for low-income 

weatherization, but it is not the only source. Grantees and subgrantees use a mixture of funding sources to 

pay for weatherization program activities. While the funding scenarios vary greatly from state to state, 

Fig. 2.6 illustrates the aggregated national funding scenario as reported to us by the grantees and 

subgrantees.  

Altogether, grantees received nearly $720 million to support their weatherization programs in PY08. Of 

that amount, grantee weatherization offices spent about $42 million on their activities and passed along 

$677 million to subgrantees for their work. The DOE WAP program and LIHEAP comprise the two main 

funding sources for the grantees, accounting for 77 percent of the funds, but some grantees also receive 

substantial support from state funding sources, state public benefit programs, and utility support. In 

addition, some state and utility funds go directly to local agencies and are not counted in these amounts. 
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We estimate that funds provided directly to subgrantees from other sources totaled at least $76 million in 

PY08. Of this amount, utility funds provided directly accounted for $46 million and state funds provided 

independently of the state weatherization office accounted for $30 million. This estimate is probably on 

the conservative side because we counted only funds reported to us by subgrantees whose state offices do 

not also distribute funds of that type.11 Funds received by subgrantees who did not report their funding 

mix to us are not included here.12 Furthermore, funds from state and utility sources reported by 

subgrantees are also not included in our estimate of direct funding if the grantee reported providing such 

funding to its network of subgrantees. 

 

Fig. 2.6:Weatherization funding structure for Program Year 2008 

Based on official DOE unit counts and subgrantees reports, we estimate that subgrantees weatherized 

approximately 180,000 units in PY08. Slightly more than half of these units are generally considered to 

be DOE units, meaning that they were funded entirely or partially using DOE funds and, therefore, were 

required to adhere to DOE program rules and standards. The remaining weatherization projects included 

both non-comprehensive and comprehensive weatherization projects, some of which also adhered to DOE 

                                                      
11

  Hence, utility or state funds given directly to subgrantees are excluded if the grantee in that jurisdiction also 

distributes utility funds or the same kind of state funds to subgrantees. It is possible, however, that some subgrantees 

received such funds from both the grantee and the funding source directly. We needed to make this simplifying 

assumption due to limitations in the data available. 
12

 Our analysis includes direct allocations of utility funds to 148 subgrantees, state public benefit funds to 39 

subgrantees, and other state funds to 118 subgrantees. We estimate that additional funds may have been provided 

directly to the following numbers of subgrantees who did not provide funding data in sufficient detail for our 

analysis: utility ï up to 40; state public benefits ï up to 28; other state funds ï up to 52. 
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standards. Table 2.4 shows the overall distribution of weatherization projects completed by the subgrantee 

weatherization network by building type and DOE funding status in PY08. 

Table 2.4: Program Year 2008 units weatherized by WAP subgrantees* 

Type of Structure Number of units weatherized as 

part of the DOE program 

Number of units weatherized 

outside the DOE program 

single-family 
62,835 

49,897 

small multifamily (2-4 units) 6,231 

large multifamily (5+ units) 17,047 16,416 

mobile homes 17,754 10,394 

shelter 329 no data 

* DOE units shown in the table are based on DOEôs WinSAGA database, while nonDOE units are based on subgrantee reports. NonDOE units exclude projects 

completed by subgrantees that no longer exist or did not respond to our data requests. 

 

DOE rules are being applied to large shares of the funds received from LIHEAP and state public benefits 

funds as summarized in Fig. 2.7.  

 

 
 

Fig. 2.7:Differences in rules between DOE funds and other sources 

There were a number of departures from DOE rules in the LIHEAP rules. The differences involved 

measures that were not allowed per DOE rules, including allowances for repair work such as furnace 

repair/replacement, freezer replacement, roof replacement and reweatherization.   If there was a crisis 

situation, LIHEAP would allow for more flexibility and installed heating equipment.  Also, LIHEAP did 
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not have to meet SIR values and the funds could be used to address health and safety measures found in 

the home. In terms of costs, unit expenditure average was higher for LIHEAP, with higher allowable costs 

for health and safety related repairs.  

 

When comparing the State Public Benefits funds and DOE sources, a number of differences were also 

noted between the rules governing the expenditures of funds.  Like LIHEAP, there were differences in the 

allowable measures, such as roof and heating system replacements, and reweatherization eligibility. The 

State Public Benefits funds allowed for higher income eligibility limits. 

2.1.4 Leveraging 

Grantees reported that leveraging DOE funds was important to their program funding.  Eighty-two 

percent of grantees indicated that leveraging was important to their program.  As noted in Fig. 2.6 above, 

nearly all grantees received leveraged (non-DOE) funds.  Indeed, for 21 of the grantees, leveraged funds 

accounted for half or more of their total program funding.  Not surprisingly, as shown in Fig. 2.8, grantees 

with larger programs found leveraging to be more important than smaller programs that are less likely to 

rely on leveraged funds. 

 

 

 

 
 

Fig. 2.8:Importance of leveraged resources by program size 

Most grantees seek leveraged fundsðonly 14 percent of responding grantees indicated that they do notð

but only a minorityð29 percent of granteesðset aside funds to advocate for leveraged resources.  Those 
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that set aside funds feel that they were no more successful in acquiring leveraged funds than those who 

did not allocate financial resources to pursue leveraged resources (see Fig. 2.9). 

 

 

Fig. 2.9:Grantee success in attracting leveraged funds (by resources allocated) 

Barriers grantees reported to greater success in acquiring leveraged resources included availability and 

competing interests for funding, lack of political interest, and insufficient staffing. 

 

Some grantees (19%) reported having modified their program in some way in the three years prior to 

PY08 to facilitate spending and reporting on leveraged funds. 

2.2 SUBGRANTEES 

Clients see and experience the weatherization program through their interactions with the subgrantee 

serving their area. In PY08, about 900 organizations nationwide were slated to receive DOE funds for 

their weatherization activities. This section describes their organizational structure, staffing levels and 

staff roles, funding and production. 

2.2.1 Organizational structures 

Most subgrantees are locally based nonprofit organizations. Eighty-seven percent of respondents self-

identified into that category, while five percent were county government agencies and another four 

percent were local government agencies. A handful of subgrantees are Native American tribes and the 

remainder are other assorted types of entities. 
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Some weatherization subgrantees focus only on weatherization while others have weatherization 

programs alongside a variety of other social service functions. In both cases, someone functions as the 

weatherization program director. On average, the program directors serving in PY08 had been in that 

position for 11 years (mean; median = 8 years). Seventeen percent of subgrantee programs were being 

directed by someone who had been in that position for a year or less, while another 17 percent of program 

directors had 20 or more years of experience on the job. 

 

Generally, there was light turnover in the ten years before PY08: a large majority of subgrantees (80%) 

were directed by one or two individuals during that period. Half of the subgrantees maintained the same 

weatherization director for the entire decade, and seven percent were directed by four or more individuals 

during that time. 

 

Most subgrantees have a relatively flat organizational hierarchy. As shown in Fig. 2.10, three quarters of 

agencies have at most one layer of management or supervision between the weatherization program 

director and the weatherization crews that install measures in client homes. 

 

Fig. 2.10:Layers of supervision between program director and crews in subgrantees 

2.2.2 Responsibilities and staffing 

The functional responsibilities of subgrantee weatherization agency staff can be divided into three main 

categories: 

¶ Program management and administration: Includes office functions such as program 

management, client intake, outreach, and all administrative tasks.13 

¶ Auditing/inspection: Entails the field work needed to determine what measures would cost-

effectively increase a homeôs energy efficiency and what other work needs to be done for health 

                                                      
13

 Note that our survey questions focused on weatherization program activities and staff, so we use the term 

administration to refer generally to activities within the weatherization programs run by local organizations, even if 

there is additional administrative oversight at the executive level of the organization. 
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and safety reasons. It also includes the post-inspection visit to ensure the weatherization work 

was performed to standards. 

¶ Weatherization: Entails the installation of all specified energy efficiency and health and safety 

measures. 

 

We estimate there were about 7,600 people employed by subgrantee weatherization agencies in PY08. 

Table 2.5 further divides this workforce total by job function and program size. It appears that a typical, 

mid-sized weatherization program has a staff of three staff that manage and administer the program, two 

auditors/inspectors, three weatherization installers, and one person assigned to other responsibilities. The 

mean number of staff in each functional category increases with program size. Please note that these are 

total individuals. We were not able to reliably estimate FTE positions because of the high non-response 

rate on the pertinent question in our survey. 

Table 2.5: Subgrantee staffing by function in Program Year 2008 

Function 

Subgrantees with small* 

programs 

(n=183) 

Subgrantees with mid-

sized* programs 

(n = 413) 

Subgrantees with large* 

programs 

(n = 169) 

Program management / 

administration 

Mean:  2 

Total: 350 

Mean: 3 

Total: 1,230 

Mean: 5 

Total: 870 

Auditing / inspection Mean: 1 

Total: 230 

Mean: 2 

Total: 730 

Mean: 4 

Total: 630 

Weatherization  

(in-house only) 

Mean: 2 

Total: 350 

Mean: 3 

Total: 1,250 

Mean: 8 

Total: 1,350 

Other Mean: <1 

Total: 30 

Mean: 1 

Total: 300 

Mean: 2 

Total: 270 

 

The work of the weatherization crews is a staff-intensive function, particularly for large subgrantees. 

Some agencies maintain in-house crews while others contract out for the installations entirely or for 

particular types of work, such as heating system replacements and repair. (See the cost section for 

additional insights about the use of contractors.) 

Turnover among subgrantee agency staff had been low in the three years leading to PY08. As shown in 

Fig. 2.11, the majority of subgrantees reported no turnover in management/administration (72%), auditing 

and inspections (71%), and weatherization (57%). Where there was turnover, it tended to be light and 

rarely involved a complete exchange of applicable staff.
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Fig. 2.11:Turnover in subgrantees by functional category (Program Years 2005 through 2007)
+
 

2.2.3 Funding 

Fig. 2.6 and Table 2.4 above already depicted the funding flows and source for weatherization in PY08 

and the units weatherized by subgrantees in that year. 

 

Any individual subgranteeôs funding structure will look different than shown in the figure, however. 

Some subgrantees rely heavily or exclusively on whatever funds the grantee provides, while others have 

forged their own relationships with funding sourcesðprimarily utilities and other programs within state 

government. 

 

Fig. 2.12  illustrates various subgrantee funding models. As shown, 126 subgrantees (16% of those from 

whom we had sufficient data for this analysis) reported to us that they used only DOE funds in PY08 and 

278 subgrantees (35%) relied almost exclusively on a combination of DOE and LIHEAP funds they 

received from the state office. In contrast, 391 subgrantees (49%) reported the use of non-DOE/LIHEAP 

funds for at least 10 percent of their fundingð141 of these (18% of reporting agencies) drew less than 

half of their funding from DOE and LIHEAP (typical mainstays of weatherization). 

 

Subgrantees for individual grantees do have a tendency to follow similar funding models.  For 23 of the 

grantees, three quarters or more of the subgrantees followed the same funding model.  Among 10 

grantees, all subgrantees used the same model. 
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Fig. 2.12:Subgrantee funding models 

2.2.4 Leveraging 

Leveraging, the contribution of weatherization funds from sources other than DOE, is an important aspect 

of the program. As shown in Fig. 2.6, the DOE WAP program represented approximately 32 percent of 

the grantee-administered weatherization funding in PY08. LIHEAP was the largest funding source, 

representing 44 percent of the funding total reported for that program year. State fundingðratepayer-

funded public benefits funds and other state programsðrepresented 15 percent of the total. Direct funding 

to subgrantees appears to expand the total by at least 11 percent. 

Seventy nine percent of subgrantees reported that leveraged funds were important or very important to 

their PY08 weatherization efforts. As  
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illustrates the importance of leveraging increases with program size. Eighty-eight percent of large 

programs reported that leveraging was important or very important, compared with 64 percent of small 

programs. Despite the importance of leveraging, however, only 13 percent of subgrantees reported that 

they set aside funding to advocate for leveraged resources in PY08. This percentage was slightly higher in 

large subgrantees (15 percent) than in small ones (11 percent). 

 

 

Fig. 2.13:Importance of leveraged funds by program size in Program Year 2008
+
 

We asked subgrantees to rate the success of their efforts to acquire leveraged funds in PY08. Overall, 60 

percent of agencies rated their efforts as successful or very successful. Twenty-eight percent reported that 

seeking leveraged funds is not part of their stateôs weatherization program. As shown in Fig. 2.14 success 

ratings improved with increasing program size. Seventy-eight percent of large subgrantees rated their 

leveraging efforts as successful or very successful compared with 36 percent of small agencies. 
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Fig. 2.14:Success of subgrantee efforts to acquire leveraged funds in Program Year 2008
+
 

Subgrantee weatherization programs coordinate with a variety of other energy, housing, and support 

programs in serving their clients. Cooperation between programs includes use of funds from non-DOE 

sources to perform repairs to address deferral issues, and also includes referring clients to other services 

and programs for which they may be eligible. Energy bill paying assistance programs commonly refer 

clients to the weatherization program, particularly clients that have high energy usage. Subgrantees that 

were asked to report which programs cooperated with their weatherization initiatives cited the following 

programs most frequently: energy bill paying assistance programs, health and safety programs, home 

emergency repair programs, hardship funding programs, and housing rehabilitation programs. Results are 

presented in Table 2.6. 

5% 

18% 

34% 
31% 

45% 

44% 

16% 

12% 

5% 
1% 

48% 

25% 

16% 

0%

25%

50%

75%

100%

small program size medium program size large program size

p
e

rc
e
n

ta
g

e
 o

f 
a
g

e
n

c
ie

s
 

program size 

(n=342) 

state does not seek leveraged funds not successful at all not very successful successful very successful



 

27 

 

Table 2.6: Other programs that cooperated with subgrantee weatherization programs (n=396)
+
 

Type of Program % of agencies using 

Federal 

Funding 

State 

Funding 

Utility 

Funding 

Other 

Funding 

Energy bill paying assistance 57% 30% 32% 14% 

Health and safety 35% 20% 14% 8% 

Home emergency repairs 39% 22% 1% 9% 

Hardship funds  

(other than for energy bill paying) 23% 25% 5% 11% 

Housing re-habilitation  31% 15% 6% 9% 

Emergency food 24% 13% 1% 17% 

Energy education (other than client 

education delivered by wx program) 19% 11% 18% 6% 

Other 22% 17% 1% 9% 

Home buying education 15% 11% 0% 7% 

Fuel delivery in crisis 13% 8% 1% 10% 

Rehabilitation loan 15% 10% 0% 5% 

Fair housing 8% 6% 0% 3% 

Mortgage loan 8% 5% 0% 4% 

Emergency safety 6% 5% 1% 2% 

2.2.5 Production 

Subgranteesô production ranged from a low of three DOE units in PY08 to one that completed 2,255 

units.  The mean production among the responding subgrantees was 106 DOE units, 78 comprehensive 

non-DOE units, and 24 non-comprehensive units. The median production was 73 DOE units and, among 

those completing non-DOE projects, 50 comprehensive non-DOE units and 97 non-comprehensive units. 

Production per agency was greatest in the very cold regions with a median production of 133 DOE units 

(mean = 146) and lowest in the hot-humid region with a median production of 38 DOE units (mean = 47). 

About half of the subgrantees reported that their grantee had an official definition for high energy 

expenditure or high energy burden. Within areas covered by a respective definition, 57 percent of units 

met the definition of high energy expenditure and 55 percent met the definition of high energy burden. 

Sixty-four percent of subgrantees reported having waitlists in PY08 with only the hot-dry climate region 

reporting a substantially different incidence of waitlists (47 percent).14  Waitlists ranged from 1to 14,000 

percent of agenciesô annual production for that year.  Subgrantees with waitlists reported a median wait 

time before homes were weatherized of 205 days. Wait times varied substantially by program size and 

climate region with larger programs and those in the hot-dry region sporting shorter wait times, as shown 

in Table 2.8. 

 

                                                      
14

 The actual share of all subgrantees with waitlists may be higher. Thirty-two percent of subgrantees left the 

question on waitlists blank, so we could not distinguish between respondents who did not answer the question and 

those who left it blank because they had no waitlist 



 

28 

 

 

Table 2.7: Duration on waitlists in PY08 by program size (for subgrantees with waitlists) 

 Overall 

(n=452) 

Small 

(n=112) 

Medium 

(n=226) 

Large 

(n=113) 

mean (days) 370 389 396 299 

median (days) 205 251 238 180 

 

Table 2.8: Duration on waitlists in PY08 by climate region (for subgrantees with waitlists) 

 very cold 

(n=82) 

cold 

(n=170) 

moderate 

(n=116) 

hot-humid 

(n=61) 

hot-dry 

(n=23) 

mean (days) 292 416 334 489 166 

median (days) 204 210 195 290 60 

 

2.3 SUPPORT FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY AND OTHERS  

Although the scope of this evaluation focuses on the weatherization program administered collectively by 

the grantees and subgrantees, it is important to acknowledge DOEôs role in providing not just funding, but 

also program guidance, rules, training, and other support. Several questions on the program information 

survey for grantees inquired about DOEôs role and support for weatherization program activities. This 

section summarizes the responses to those questions. 

A key issue addressed by the surveys was the flexibility of DOE program rules governing weatherization. 

Grantee program directors characterized DOE rules as generally flexible. As shown in Fig. 2.15, 87 

percent of respondents to our questions on the topic characterized DOE program rules as flexible or very 

flexible. 

At the same time, however, 61 percent of respondents thought that program rules should become more 

flexible (46%) or much more flexible (15%). (No one who responded thought the programs should 

become less flexible!) Areas in which program directors sought more flexibility tended to focus on the 

types of measures that can be implemented in homes, spending limits, and timing of when 

reweatherization may occur. Other comments focused on client education and the ability to loan funds to 

multifamily building owners. One respondent suggested that the main issue is not flexibility, but lack of 

clarity and consistency in the existing program rules. 
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Fig. 2.15: Flexibility in federal program rules as perceived by grantee program directors 

Grantees rated the quality of DOE support in management, training, and technical support in PY08 as 

moderate to high, as shown in Fig. 2.16. Grantees were more negative on DOE support for client 

education and funding assistance, however. Slightly fewer than half of the respondents provided ratings of 

moderate or higher, and more than a third marked ñnot applicable.ò Open-ended comments suggested that 

some grantees do not think they receive support in these areas, which may be what is driving the overtly 

negative responses as well. 

 

When asked about the importance of improving DOE support in various areas, the majority of grantees 

indicated that increased weatherization funding and improved data and information systems were very 

important. (See Fig. 2.17.) About a third of grantees also rated improving technical support and training 

as very important. Readers should note that the questions in the survey instrument asked about levels of 

support in PY08 and the importance of improving from those levels of support. It is possible that grantees 

would rate DOE support differently today.15 Repeating these questions in the upcoming ARRA-era 

evaluation will provide fresher insights about grantee perceptions of DOE support. 

 

  

                                                      
15

 It is also plausible that some respondents rated current levels of support despite the question wording referencing PY08, but 

there is no way for us to assess this. 
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